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INTRODUCTION

In of 1994 the Unit finalized theApril Hydrology Development
development of five levels of hydrology for use in DWRSIM planning
studies. The April 1994 hydrologies were developed using the latest
land use estimates for Bulletin 160-93. The labels used to identify
the April 1994 hydrologies are summarized in Table 1 (all Tables
and Figures are located at the end of this report). The official
hydrologies for use in DWRSIM studies will be: HYD-C05b, HYD-C06b,
HYD-C07b, HYD-C08b, and HYD-C09b representing the 1990, 1995, 2000,
2010, and 2020 levels, respectively. Between June 1992 and April
1994 the hydrology used in DWRSIM studies has been HYD-C01a
reperesenting a 1995 level, and was developed at the time using
preliminary irrigated crop and urban acreage estimates for Bulletin
160-93.

The purpose of this report is to:

o give a general description of hydrology development
o summarize the previous hydrologies developed to date
o summarize the agricultural and urban land use for the new

hydrologies
o summarize the water supply available to the Delta for the new

hydrologies
o summarize the diversion requirements and depletions for the

new hydrologies

SUMMARY OF RESULTS

Total irrigated crop and urban acreage for the valley floor areas
are: 4.375 million acres (3.804 agriculture and .571 urban), 4.446
million acres (3.785 ag and 0.661 ur), 4.508 million acres (3.758
ag and 0.750 ur), 4.658 million acres (3.753 ag and 0.905 ur), and
4.772 million acres (3.720 ag and 1.051 ur),for the 1990, 1995,
2000, 2010, and 2020 levels, respectively. The C06a 1995 level
total acreage is 23,600 acres less (-60,700 ag and +37,100 ur)
compared to the C01a 1995 level used in previous DWRSIM runs.

The 1922-92 average annual inflow to the Delta without system
reservoir operations for the 1990, 1995, 2000, 2010, and 2020
levels are 20.528 million acre-feet, 20.533 MAF, 20.446 MAF, 20.479
MAF, 20.508 MAF, respectively. The 1995 level inflow is
approximately 221,000 acre-feet/yr less than the 1995 level of C01a
used in previous DWRSIM runs. The 1928-34 average annual inflow to
the Delta without system reservoir operations for the 1990, 1995,
2000, 2010, and 2020 levels are 10.692 million acre-feet, 10.683
MAF, 10.598 MAF, 10.603 MAF, 10.622 MAF, respectively. The 1995

Page 1

D--002500
[3-002500



level inflow is approximately 179,000 acre-feet/yr less than the
C01a 1995 level used in previous DWRSIM runs.

The 1922-92 average annual projected diversion requirement for
1990, 1995, 2000, 2010, and 2020 levels are 12.255 MAF, 12.300 MAF,
12.360 MAF, 12.403 MAF, and 12.448 MAF, respectively. The
respective Delta diversion requirements are 1.703 MAF, 1.700 MAF,
1.707 MAF, 1.699 MAF, and 1.693 MAF. The 1995 COla hydrology used
in previous DWRSIM runs has a long term average annual diversion
requirement of 12.078 MAF, and Delta diversion requirement of
1.684 MAF.

The 1922-92 average annual projected depletions above the Delta for
the 1990, 1995, 2000, 2010, and 2020 levels are 8.780 MAF,
8.813 MAF, 8.850 MAF, 8.878 MAF, and 8.911 MAF, respectively. The
average annual C01a 1995 level depletion used in previous DWRSIM
runs is 8.646 MAF.

The Feather River Service Area normal annual demands are
approximately 1 MAF with 97% for agriculture. Total CVP demands for
the 1990, 2000, 2010, and 2020 levels are 7.783 MAF, 8.050 MAF,
8.159 MAF, and 8.205 MAF per year, respectively.

HYDROLOGY DEVELOPMENT

The development of a hydrology as described herein is to
essentially adjust the historical sequence of monthly flows so as
to reflect a revised sequence of flows for a specified level of
estimated future water use (i.e, 1990, 1995, 2000, etc.). The main
objective of developing a hydrology is to provide input to the
Department’s reservoir simulation model DWRSIM. The hydrology
represents the water supply of the Central Valley (excluding Tulare
Basin) available to the SWP and CVP systems at some specified level
of development assuming that the historical measured precipitation
would occur during the study period in the same pattern and
quantity. The study period for the Department’s latest hydrology is
the period October 1921 through September 1992 (water years 1922
through 1992), in monthly time steps.

The Central Valley is divided into drainage and service areas from
which water supplies and demands can be more easily evaluated. The
individual areas are called depletion areas. The lowest elevation
on the main river in the depletion area is called an "outflow
point". The Central Valley has been divided into 37 depletion study
areas as shown in Figure 1 (Depletion Area 55 shown represents the
Delta Uplands and Delta Lowlands). Boundaries used to define each
area are based on drainage area lines in the mountain areas, and a
combination of drainage and water service area lines in the valley
floor areas. Table 2 is a list of Depletion areas grouped by their
geographical location in Central Valley, beginning with the
northern-most area.

Page2
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Development of a hydrology for use in the Department of Water
Resources Operation Studies consists of carrying out three types of
studies in sequence as shown in the schematic of Figure 2.

Consumptive Use Studies evaluate 71 years of historic and future
water use by depletion study areas using:

o historic agricultural and urban acreages (vary with time)
o projected agricultural and urban acreages (constant with time)
o monthly evapotranspiration rates
o monthly precipitation rates
o soil moisture storage criteria

Output from the CU studies becomes input to the depletion analysis
studies described next.

Depletion Analysis Studies are used to determine the effect of
future water demands and future storage and diversion regulation on
the historical flows of the river systems tributary to the delta.
Historic outflow for any depletion area usually begins with flow
data that is measured at a gage located at the outflow point. The
depletion analysis method computes the future outflow of a
depletion area by adjusting the historic outflow for any changes in
water use occuring upstream from the outflow point.

A depletion analysis for the most upstream area is computed first.
The depletion program basically computes the projected outflow of
the area by adjusting its historic outflow for changes in any
depletion, local reservoir regulation, imports and exports that are
expected to occur above the outflow point. Differences in projected
and historic outflow for the area represent the total change made
above the outflow point. These differences are called "upstream
area modification". The upstream area modification table is input
into the next downstream area and the projected outflow for the
area is computed.

Reservoirs are separated into system and local reservoirs. System
reservoirs are those reservoirs which are to be operated in the DWR
simulation model DWRSIM. They include Claire Engle, Shasta,
Whiskeytown, Oroville, Folsom and New Melones reservoirs. System
diversions include Trinity River imports to J.F. Carr power plant
and American River diversion by Folsom South Canal (some diversions
like those for the Tehama-Colusa canal and for Glenn-Colusa
Irrigation District are handled differently). In the Depletion
Analysis the historic effects of system reservoirs and
diversions are removed from the historic supply. Projected effects
for system reservoirs are limited to "project water". "Project
Water" is the water needed from the system reservoir storage to
supply future diversion requirements in the area. For non-system
reservoirs (local reservoirs), the historic effects are removed,
and a projected operation built back into the analysis.
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Consumptive use and depletion studies are performe~ on those
depletion study areas which are considered to have a significant
change between historic and future demands and storage regulation.

Preparing input to DWRSIM is the final step in the hydrology
development. Consumptive use and depletion analysis data is
converted to local inflows (IN’s) and diversions (YD’s) for the
control points in the DWRSIM network. The INs and YDs developed for
DWRSIM during the hydrology development are shown in Figure 3.

YD’s include such items as:

o projected exports
o direct diversions
o diversion to ground water storage (above historic values)
o consumptive use (depletion)
o projected imports

IN’s are local accretions and represent runoff from local
precipitation less unaccounted losses.

For a given operation study, DWRSIM incorporates the depletion
study results (IN’s and YD’s) and regulates the water supply
available to meet D-1485 (or any prespecified) standards, exports
outside of the Delta service area, flood control, fish/wildlife
requirements, and navigation criteria.

PREVIOUS HYDROLOGIES

Since the late 1970’s three main hydrologies have been developed,
each with variations, as shown in Table 3. They differ mainly in
the land use projections used to develop the hydrology, and the
length of the historic period included. A summary of the
hydrologies developed is listed in Table 3. The nomenclature given
to the various hydrologies was not established until May of 1992.

Hydrology series A is based on land use projections from Bulletin
160-74 for the 1980 and 2000 levels of development. The 1990 level
is a hybrid of the 1980 and 2000 levels. Hydrology series B was
based on land use projections from Bulletin 160-83. Hydrology
series C is based on Bulletin 160-93 projections. Hydrologies
HYD-C-01 and HYD-C-02 were developed using preliminary estimates
for Bulletin 160-93 and some projections from Bulletin 160-83.
Hydrologies HYD-C-05 through HYD-C-09 were developed using April
1994 estimates from Bulletin 160-93. There were also some updates
to forcasted data and minor corrections to reported historical flow
data that have been incorporated in the latest hydrologies.

!
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The projected land use was provided by staff the Northern District,
Central District, and San Joaquin District. The data was broken
down into county/DAU (detailed analysis unit)sub-areas. Four
levels of development (1990, 2000, 2010, and 2020) were included.
The oounty/DAU’s and crops were combined to obtain land use
projections by the depletion areas. The 1995 level was interpolated
between 1990 and 2000 levels.

Table 4 summarizes the total crop and the urban acreages for the
different hydrology levels. Note that the 1995 level is
interpolated between the 1990 and 2000 levels. Bulletin 160-93 did
not make projections for the 1995 level. Listed also in Table 4 are
the acreages for the 1995 level used to develop the C01a and C01b
hydrologies. These were preliminary estimates for Bulletin 160-93
at the time the hydrologies were developed. The data in Table 4
show continuous decline in the agricultural anda acreage
continuous increase in the urban acreage between 1990 and 2020
levels. Total acreage at the 2020 level,however, is higher than the
1990 level. Table 4 also shows that the new 1995 level (C06a) has
61,000 acres of irrigated crops less than the 1995 C01a hydrology
used in previous DWRSIM runs, and a corresponding increase of
39,000 acres urban for a net total decrease of 23,000 acres.

The impact on the water supply to the Delta depends not only on the
acreage, but also on the type of crops. Table 5 through Table 9
list the crop and urban acreages used for the valley floor
depletion areas (shown in Figure 1). Table 10 summarizes the
acreages used to develop the C01a and C0ab hydrologies (DWRSIM used
C01a hydrology in runs between June 1992 and April 1994). Tables ii
through 15 show the change (increase are positive numbers) of the
acreages in hydrologies C05a through C09a compared to acreages at
1995 level used in C01a and C01b. Tables 16 through 19 show the
change acreages are positive numbers)in (increase for the 1995
(C06a), 2000 (C07a), 2010 (C08a), and 2020 (C09a) compared to the
1990 level of C05a.

FRSA DEMANDS AND DEFICIENCIES

Previously, Feather River Service Area FRSA demands relied on a
summary of normal and deficient demands prepared in 1983 by Jan
Sweigart (Rogers) for Jerry Vayder. For the latest hydrologies all
FRSA contracts were reviewed to determine the annual quantities
that were subject to deficiencies and the quantities that were not.

The Feather River Service Area normal monthly demands used in
developing the different hydrologies are summarized in Table 20.
They average about 1 MAF annually.
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A three stage schedule of releases for duck water to supplement
Butte Creek was developed. The October through January totals
(which are not subject to deficiencies) are summarized in Table 21.
They range from 16 TAF to 40 TAF depending on flow in Butte Creek.
It is also assumed that duck water does not return to the Feather
River. To simulate this the duck water was added to YD42.

The FRSA deficiencies by water agency and the deficiency schedules
are summarized in Table 22.

Central Valley Project CVP demands were developed by Bob
Zettlemoyer of Statewide Planning Branch and DWR Districts Land and
Water Use Analysts. The demands affect the hydrologies in the
amounts of the deficiencies that are taken and in the imports into
the depletion areas. The CVP demands including water for refuges
are summarized in Table 23. The CVP demands are lower than what we
have used in the past which were the entitlements. Total CVP
demands range from 7.8 MAF to 8.2 MAF depending on the level of
development. The deficiencies imposed on CVP demands are fixed at
25 percent per month for the following months (inclusive):

March 1924 through February 1925
March 1929 through February 1930
March 1931 through February 1932
March 1933 through February 1935
March 1976 through Febraury 1978
March 1991 through September 1992

WATER SUPPLY TO THE DELTA

Water supply represents the inflow to the Delta at projected levels
of development without operations of system reservoirs. Figure 3 is
a schematic of INs and YDs that are developed for DWRSIM. The INs
and YDs by Depletion area making up the inflow to the Delta
components are summarized in Table 24 for the period 1922-1992 and
in Table 25 for the period 1928-34. Listed also are Delta inflows
for hydrology C01a used in previous DWRSIM runs. The PQ’s refer to
the projected outflows from a depletion area.

Long term average annual inflow to the Delta without system
reservoir operation is about 20.5 MAF for all levels of
development. A wide variety of factors affect the inflow to the
Delta including:

o depletions due to land use
o additional imports such as those from the Trinity system
o additional water requirements for wildlife refuges
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DIVERSIONS AND DEPLETIONS

The annual projected diversion requirement depletionaverage by
area for the period 1922-92 is shown in Table 26 with an average of
about 12.3 MAF. The diversion requirement is equal to the
consumptive use of applied water CUAW plus non-recoveralbe losses
(which is equal to 10% of CUAW) plus the return flow. The projected
irrigated and urban land use by depletion area is summarized in
Table 27. The average rate of diversion by depletion area is shown
in Table 28 with an average of about 2.76 acre-feet per acre. The
rate of diversion is equal to the projected diversion requirement
divided by the projected land use. The 1922-92 average annual
projected return flow is shown in Table 29. The return flow is
calculated as:

Return Flow = (l-l.le)(Diversion Requirement)

where e is the basin efficiency for the depletion area.

The 1922-92 average annual projected depletion (equal to the
diversion requirement minus return flow) is shown in Table 30 with
a long term annual average of about 8.8 MAF. The average rate of
depletion for the period 1922-92 (equal to the projected depletion
divided by land use) is shown in Table 31 with an average of about
2.18 acre-feet per acre.

!
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Table i. Ltet Of New Hydrologieu Developed Uming April 1994 Land Uue Estimates
for Bulletin 160-93

Level of DeveloPment Title of Hvdrolouv

1990 HYD-C05b
1995 HYD-C06b
2000 HYD-C07b
2010 HYD-C08b
2020 HYD-C09b

notes= (1} The 1995 level hydrology was developed by interpolating the
land use data for 1990 and 2000 levels. Bulletin 160-93 did not
project land use data for 1995.

(2} Other hydrologles not llsted developed using preliminary land
use estimates for Bulletin 160-93 include HYD-C01 series and
HYD-C02 Beries (as ehown in Table 3).

Page
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TabLe 2. List Of DMR DepLetion Study Areas

AREAS t DESCI~|PTiQN t UPSTREN4 AREAS

~PER ~C~ENTO RI~R BASIN

61 P~t R~ver a~ve Fa~t R~ver
62 Sacr~to R~ver at ~asta Res. 61

3 Pa~s Cr~k Gr~ (*)
58 Sacr~to R~ver at R~ BLuff 62 a~ 3

5 Th~s a~ Et~r Cree~s
~ Northeast t~i~tar~es: ~te[~, HILL,

Deer a~ B~g Chico Cr~k
10 Sacr~to R~ver at O~ Ferry 58, S, ~ ~
15 Sacr~to River at ~ghts L~ 10
12 Sacr~to VaLLey ~sts~ ~ve

Cot~a Basin Dra~n

F~THER RI~R
17 Feather R. at Orov~L[e
1~ Butte a~ B~g Chico Cr~ks
67 U~r Y~ R~ver l~[~ Deer ~ Dry Cksl ~
~ Bear R~ver at C~ Far ~est Res.
6~ Lo~er Feather to ~uth 17, 1~, 67,a~ ~

L~R SACR~ENTO RI~R BASIN
22 I ~rican R~ver at FoLs~ Res. ~ I
70 I Lower Sacr~nto River to the DeLta 12, 15, 69, a~ 22 I

~CHE, ~TAH, AND YOLO BYPASS
16 I Cache Creek a~ve R~ey
24 I Putah Creek ~ar Minters
65 I YoLo B~ss a~ ~estside m~r stre~ 16 a~ 2~

I    ~nfLo~ to the ~rth DeLta

DELTA EASTSIDE STRE~S
25 Cos~es a~ve ~JchJgan Bar
Z7 Dry Creek at GaLL
29 NokeL~e a~ve C~nche Res. ~ne
32 Ca[averas a~ve Je~y Li~ none
59 Eas~side Stre~ to the Detta 25, 27, 29, a~

DELTA ~ESTS;DE TRIBUTARIES
~I I gestside minor strea~ infto~ to the

s~th Delta

SAN JOAQUIN RIVER
~9 StanisLaus River a~ Ne[~s Res.
&O Tuot~ River a~ve La G~ange D~
&1 Ne~c~ River a~ Exch~ue~
~2 Bear Creek G~o~
43 Cho~chitta River a~ve B~ha~n D~fte
~ Bere~a Creek
65 Fres~ River
66 San Joa~in at Friant ~
~9 San Joaqufn River at Ver~Lfs 39 thru ~ I

DELTA
5~ I Detta Lo~La~s I 55 i
55    I DeLta UpLa~s I A9, 51, 59, 65, 70

C~s~t~ve Use a~ DepLeti~ St~ies Mere ~t ~ for the TuLare Basin, area

(*) The term ’Gro~’ ~cates that Jn a~t~ to the ~ cr~k s~
~asur~ [oca[ r~off has ~ a~.
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I
I TabLe 3 (continued). S,~mary Of ALL HydroLogies DeveLoped For Use ;n PLanning Studies

HYD-C-02 160-9:5 Ag 2010 1922-1992 1992(Aug) Us|rig incremental changes to the 1995 Level as

I 160-9:5 Ur provided by State~tde PLanning Branch in ~eme of
JuLy 31, 1992. BuLLetin 160-9:5 data stiLL
pret tmtnary.

RYD-C-O2a 160-~3 Ag 2010 1~22-1~2 l~2(Sep) Updates HYD-C-02.

I 100-~:5 Ur provided by State~ida Pt~r~|ng Branch in ~ of
JuLy 31, 1~2. BuLLetin 100-~:5 dats stiLL
preL im~nary.

i #YD-C-OSa 160-f3 Ag 1990 1~22-1~2 1993(0ct) RefLects f|nat L~d use projectio~ used in
1~0-~:5 Ur ButLet|n 160-93. Frogs in Sacramonto River Bas;n

~ere updated through 1~2 using USGS reports.
TeLnet used to update San Joaqutn River Bas|n
data. CVP demands daveLq~ed by Stetouide PLanning

i Branch.

HYD-C-OSb 1(~)-9:5 Ag 1~0 1922-1992 199Lt(Apr) Same ms C05s except OakdaLe and SSJID handled
differently (no project uater). UtLL effect IN82.

I HYD-C-O~a 160-9:5 AO 1~ 1922-1992 199:5(0ct) RefLects final Land use projections used in
160-9:5 Ur BuLLetin 1(~0-9:5. FLous in Sacramento River Basin

uere updated through 1992 using USGS reports.

I TeLnet used to ul~ate San Joaqu|n River Basin
data. ~VP demands developed by Statewide PLanning
Branch. Land use interpolated between 1990 Level
and 2000 LeveL.

I HYD-C-O~ 160-93 AO 1995 1922-1992 199r,(Apr) Same as C06a except OakdeLe and SSJID handled
differently (no bJiLt |n project Hater |n DAL~9).
HiLL effect ~H82.

I HYD-C-OTa 160-9:5 AO 2000 1922-1~<~2 199:5(0ct) RefLects final Land use projections used in
160-9:5 Ur BuLLetin 160-93. FLo~s in Sacramento River Basin

~ere updated through 1992 using USGS reports.
TeLnet used to ululate San Joaquin River Basin
data. CVP den~nds developed by State, ida PLanning

I Branch. increase in depletion du~ to wiLdLife
refuges. BuiLd in 155TAF for SE~O & CSJU~).

H¥D-C-OTD 160-93 AO 2000 1922-1992 199L,(Apr) Same as C07a except no project water built in

i t)A49. No SE~O diversion. CSJ~JCt) diversion Limited
to the firm of L~~TAF. UiLL effect IN82 and ~N98.

HYD-C-07c 160-93 Ag 2000 1922-1992 1994(Apt) Same as C07b except SEtJD and CSJ~C9 at 155TAF.
RepLaces C07a.

I HYD-C-OBa 160-93 A9 2010 1922-1992 1993(0ct) RefLects final Land use projections used in
160-93 Ur BuLLetin 160-9:5. FLows in Sacramento River Basin

were updated through 1992 using USGS reports.

i Tetnat used to update San Joaquin River Basin
data. CVP �le~ands developed by Statew|de PLanning
Branch. Increase in depletion due to wiLdLife
refuges.

I ttYD-C-OBb 160-93 Ag 2010 1922-1992 199/~(Apr) Same as C08a except no project water built in
DA/,9. No SEUD diversion. CSJt~CD diversion Limited
to the firm of /,~TAFo ~/iLL affect IN82 and IN98.

HYD-C-08c 160-93 Ag 2010 1922-1992 199~(Apr) Same as COBb except SE~O and CSJt~CD at 155TAF.I RepLaces C08a.

I
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(continued). Statuary Of ALL Hydrotog|es DeveLoped For Use In P|mming Studies

HYD-C-Ogs 160-93 Ag 2020 1922-1992 1993(0ct) RefLects final t~nd use projections used in
160-93 Ur Bu||et|n 160-93. FLo~s in Sacr~to River Basin

~ere Ul=dated through 1992 using USGS reports,              am
TeLnet used to ulxlate S~.Joaqu|n R|ver Basin
data. CVP demands daveto~ed by State,|de PLann|ng
Branch. Increase in depict|on due to u|tdtife
refuges.

#YD-C-O9b 160-93 Ag 2020 1922-1992 1994(Apt) Same as C09s except no project t~ter buitt in
DA~,9. No SEt~) diversion. CSJ~JCD diversion tim|ted
to the firm of 49TAF. W|tt affect IN82 w~l IN98.

#YP-C-09c 160-93 Ag 2020 1922-1992 1994(Apt) Same as C09b except BE~O ~nd CSJ~CD st 155TAF.
Rept aces C09a.

I
Tab|e 4. Total Crep And Urban Acreages For The 1990, 1995, 2000, 2010, And 2020 LeveLs Of DeveLopment

Art vatues in 1000 acres
|ncreaseOver the 1990 Lever

Lever Hvdroto~y Agricutturat Urban Tota~t AgricuLturat Urban Totat

1990 C05a 3804 571 4375 ..... ¯
1995 C06a 3785 661 4446 -19 90 71
2000 C07a 3758 750 4508 -46 179 133
2010 C08a 3753 905 4658 -51 334 283
2020 C09a 3720 1051 4772 -84 480 396
1995 COla 3846 623 4469 42 52 94

I
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TabLe 5. Crc~ And Urban Acreage Ey Oep|et|on Area For The 1990 Level (C05a)

ALL values in 1000 acres
iRRiGATED CROP DA#10 OA#12 DA#15 DA#/*9 DA#51 DA#S5 DA#58 DA#59 DA#65 DA#69 DAlrro o TOTAL

1 PASTURE 45./* 16.7 2.1 168.8 0.5 26.6 27.8 52.9 13.7 28.9 31.5 41/*.9
2 ALFALFA 7.3 27./* 8.8 161.3 3.8 58.6 1.1 16.6 28.9 5.8 3./* 323.0
3 SUGAR EEETS 4..1 16.4. 12.0 27.8 0.1 3/~.3 0.0 16./, 21.2 2.0 3.6 137.9
4, FIELD (1) 10.7 23.6 36.6 165.3 2.7 115.4. 0.6 ~.9 61.1 14..2 5.3 480.4
5 RiCE 3.1 15/*.1 91.6 16.3 0.0 0.9 0.0 5.8 17.0 172.9 57./* 519.1
6 MISC TRUCK (2) 5.2 15.9 15.3 93.7 0.3 29.3 0.9 t0.7 &.O 6.6 0.6 182.5
7 TOK~TOES 0.0 22.9 31.3 48.8 0.2 4.1.9 0.0 12.9 4*5.8 1./* 1 ./* 206.6
8 ORCHARD (3) 71.0 32.3 24.3 328.1 3.9 20.9 3.6 /~.3 25./* 122.1 10.7 68~.6
9 GRAIN (/*) 18.6 55./* 57.6 73.9 0.6 10~.6 2.6 32.3 69.3 25.8 15.9 /.56.6

10 VINEYARD (5) 0.2 3,7 0.0 123.1 0.7 5.7 0.3 56.8 0.8 0.0 0.2 191.5
11 COTTON 0.0 0.0 0.0 178.2 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 178.2
12 CITRUS & OLIVES (6 10.1 1.4. 0.0 8.9 0.0 0.0 0.9 0.0 0.0 5.2 0.0 26.5

Ag Lend 175.7 3~9.8 279.6 139/*.2 12.8 /*)8.2 37.8 293.6 287.2 )8~.9 130.0 3803.8
Urban Land (7) 20.5 7,5 3.2 121.2 23.6 39.3 61.9 A9./* 33.5 ~./* 166.3 570.8
Total A9 and Urban 196.2 377.3 282.8 1515./* 36.4 /.77.5 9~.7 3~3.0 320.7 4*29.3 296.3 /.374.6
SaffLower 1.5 4..5 20.8 0.2 0.0 32.9 0.0 0.7 13.7 3.8 2.2 80.3

(1) corn ÷ other field (State~|de PLanning Branch), excludes seffLouer
(2) other truck (Statewide PLanning Branch)
(3) mLmonds/pistechi + deciduos (Stateside Planning Branch)
(/*) grain Less double crop (Statewide PLanning Branch), includes aaffLouer
(5) grapes (Stateside PLanning Branch)
(6) subtropicaL, includes kiwi & eucalyptus (State, ide PLanning Branch)
(7) DAU 173 removed from DA#59 end added to DA#70 (DepLet|o~ Analysis)

TabLe 6. Crop And Urban Acreage By DepLetion Area For The 1995 Level (C06a)

ALL values in 1000 acres
IRRIGATED CROP DA#10 DA#12 DA#15 DA~9 0A#51 DA#55 DA#58 DA#59 0A#65 DA#69 DA#70 TOTAL

1 PASTURE /.2.9 16.1 1.9 159.7 0.5 26./* 27.8 51.8 13.5 28.5 31.3 /.00.2
2 ALFALFA 7.9 27.8 8.4 152.3 3.6 56.3 1.2 15.9 28.9 5.6 3.4 311.1
3 SUGAR BEETS /*.3 16.4 11.8 26.2 0.1 33.4 0.0 16./* 21.2 2.0 3.5 135.1
/* FIELD (1) 12.6 24.9 37.1 166.8 2.7 115.5 0.6 /.3.8 60.8 1/*.6 5.1 68~.4
5 RICE 3.4 154.0 91.3 15.4 0.0 0.9 0.0 5.6 13.0 171.8 56.6 511.7
6 NISC TRUCK (2) 7.2 17.6 15.7 101.5 0.4 32.2 1.1 11.8 3.9 6.7 0.6 198.5
7 TONATOES 0.1 24.1 31.7 /.8.5 0.2 /.2.0 0.0 12.9 46.8 1.5 1.3 209.0
80~CHARD (3) 74.3 ~.2 25.7 351.8 3.9 21.0 3.7 /.4.8 25.4 122.1 10.7 697./*
9 GRAIN (4) 17.9 52.1 53.6 71.8 0.6 102.5 2.6 31.2 68.0 24.7 15.4 ~;0.2

10 VINEYARD (5) 0.3 4.3 0.0 123.3 0.7 5.7 0.4 57.2 0.8 0.0 0.2 192.7
11 COTTON 0.0 0.0 0.0 178.1 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 178.1
12 CITRUS & OLIVES (6 10.3 1./* 0.0 9.5 0.0 0.0 0.8 0.0 0.0 5.0 0.0 26.8

Ag Land 181.0 372.6 277.1 138~.7 12.6 /.35.8 37.9 291.1 282.3 382.3 127.9 3785.1
Urban Land (7) 22.9 8.5 3.7 138.8 30.5 ~6.3 72,5 56.8 39.8 4*9.3 191.6 660.5
Total AQ and Urban 203.8 381.1 280.8 1523.5 /.3.1 /,82.1 110./* 3~7.9 322.1
Saff Lo~er 1.5 /*.1 20.3 0.2 0 32.9 0 0.7 13.7 3.65 2.05 79,1

(1) corn + other field (Stateside PLanning Branch), excludes safflower
(2) other truck (Stateuide PLanning Branch)
(3) etmonds/pistachi + deciduos (Stateside PLanning Bnanch)
(/*) grain Less double crop (Stateside PLanning Branch), includes safflower
(5) grapes (Stateside PLanning Branch)
(6) subtropicaL, includes kiwi & eucalyptus (Statewide PLanning Branch)
(7) DAU 173 retnoved from DA#59 and added to DA#70 (DepLetion AnaLysis)
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I
TabLe 7. Crop And Urban Acreage By DepLetion Area For The 2000 Level (C07a)

I
AlL values tn 1000 acres

IRRIGATED CROP DA#IO DA#12 DA#15 DA#~9 DA#51 DA#55 DA#58 DA#59 DA#65 DA#69 DA#70 . TOTAL
1 PASTURE 40.4 15.5 1.7 150.6 0.4 26.2 27.7 50.6 13.3 28.0 31.1 385.5 I
2 ALFALFA 8.5 28.2 8.0 143.3 3.4 53.9 1.2 15.1 28.9 5.4 3.3 L~9.2
3 SUGAR BEETS 4.4 16.4 11.5 24.5 0.1 32.5 0.0 16.3 21.2 2.0 3.3 132.2
4 FIELD (1) 14.4 26.2 37.6 168.3 2.7 115.6 0.5 42.7 60.5 15.0 4.8 ~88.3
5 RICE 3.6 153.8 91.0 14.4 0.0 0.9 0.0 5.3 13.0 170.6 55.7 508.3
6 NISC TRUCK (2) 9.2 19.3 16.1 109.3 0.4 35.0 1.2 12.9 3.8 6.7 0.6 214.5 ¯
7 TONATGES 0.2 25.2 32.1 ~8.2 0.2 42.1 0.0 12.9 45.8 1.6 !.1 20~.4
8 ORCHARD (3) 77.5 36.1 27.1 335.4 3.9 21.1 3.7 45.3 15.3 122.1 10.7 698.2
9 GRAIN (4) 17.2 ~8.7 49.5 69.8 0.6 100,3 2.6 30.0 66.7 23.5 14.9 4?.3.8

10 VINEYARD (5) 0.3 4.8 0.0 123.4 0.7 5.7 0.4 57.5 0.8 0.0 0.2 193.8 II
11 COTTON 0.0 0.0 0.0 178.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 178.0
12 CITRUS & OLIVES (6 10.4 1.3 0.0 10.0 0.0 0.0 0.7 0.0 0.0 4.7 0.0 27.1

Ag Land 186.1 3?5.5 274.6 1375.2 12.4 433.3 38.0 288.6 269,3 379.6 125.7 3758.2
Urban Land (7) 25.2 9.5 4.1 156.4 37.4 53.3 83,1 6~.1 46.2 54.2 216.8 750.3 ¯
Total Ag and Urban 211.3 385.0 278.7 1531.6 49.8 48~.6 121.1 352.7 315.5 433.8 3~2.5 4508.5 ¯Safflower 1.5 3.7 19.8 0.2 0.0 32.9 0.0 0.7 13,7 3.5 1.9 77.9

{1) corn + other field (Stateufde Ptann|ng Branch), excludes safflower
(2) other truck (Statew|de PLann|ng Branch) |(3) almonds/p|stachi + deciduos (Statewide PLanning Branch)
(4) grain Less double crop (Statewide PLanning Stanch), includes safflower
(5) grapes (Stateside P|ar~ing Branch)
(6) subtropicaL, includes kiui & eucalyptus ($tateuide PLanning Branch) ¯
(7) DAU 173 removed from 0A#59 and added to DA#70 (DepLetion AnaLysis) II

I
Table 8. Crop And Urban Acreage By Dep(etion Area For The 2010 Level (C08a)

Art values in 1000 acres I
IRRIGATED CROP DA#10 DA#12 DA#15 DA#49 DA#51 DA#S5 DA#58 DA#59 DA#65 DA#69 DA#70 TOTAL

1 PASTURE 37.2 15.0 1.4 133.6 0.3 25.7 27.2 /,8.7 12.8 26.9 30.6 359.4
2 ALFALFA 9.2 28.8 7.2 126.3 3.0 49.0 1.2 13.5 28.9 5.0 3.2 275.3
3 SUGAR BEETS 4.2 16.3 11.0 21.5 0.1 30.5 0.0 14.2 21.2 2.0 2.8 173.8¯
4 FIELD (1) 16.9 28.2 38.9 16~.9 2.7 115.5 0.4 42.6 60.0 15.2 4.3 689.6¯
5 RICE 4.0 153.8 89.7 12.4 0.0 0.9 0.0 4.9 13.0 168.3 52.3 699.3
6 NISC TRUCK (2) 12.3 22.8 16.6 125.3 0.4 40.4 1.5 15.2 3.5 6.7 0.6 245.3
7 TOHATOES 0.2 28.4 33.1 68.2 0.2 42./* 0.0 12.9 45.8 1.6 0.8 213.6 J
8 ORCHARD (3) 83.2 39.8 29.1 3~0.4 6.1 21.1 3.6 66.2 25.2 122.1 10,7 725.5I9 GRAIN (4) 16.0 44.6 68.5 75.8 0.6 98.3 2.6 29.3 69.7 22.9 13.9 620.2

10 VINEYARD (5) 0.3 6.0 0.0 123.4 0.7 5.8 0.4 58.3 0.8 0.1 0.2 196.0
11 COTTON 0.0 0.0 0.0 178.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 178.0
12 CITRUS & OLIVES (6 10.6 1.4 0.0 10.0 0.0 0.0 0.5 0.0 0.0 4.2 0.0 26.7I

AQ Land 194.1 385.1 275.5 1357.8 12.1 429.6 37.4 285.8 280.9 3?5.0 119.4 3752.7
Urban Land (7) 29.6 11.1 4.6 195.8 48.1 62.0 98.5 76.5 59.5 62.7 257,0 905.4
Total Ag and Urban 223.7 396.2 280.1 1553.6 60.2 491.6 135.9 362.3 ~60.4 437.7 376.4 4658.111
SaffLower 1.5 3.6 18.9 0.2 0.0 32.5 0.0 0.7 13.7 3.3 1.4 75.8I

(1) corn ÷ other field (Stateside PLanning Branch)~ excludes aaffto~er
(2) other truck (Stateside PLanning Branch)
(3) atmonds/pistachi + deciduos (Stateside PLanning Bnanch) ¯
(4) grain tess double crop (Statewide PLanning Branch), includes safftouer ¯(5) grapes (Statewide PLanning Branch)
(6) subtropicaL, includes kiwi & eucalyptus (State~|de PLanning Branch)
(7) OAU 1T~ removed from DA#59 and added to DA#70 (DepLetion AnaLysis) I

I

I
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TabLe 9. Crop And Urban Acreage By DapPer|on Area For The 2020 Level (C09a)

AL| values in 1000 acres
IRRIGATED CROP DA#IO DA#12 DA#15 DA#49 DA#51 DA#55 DA#58 DA#59 DA#65 DA#69 DA#70 TOTAL

1 PASTURE 34.5 14.5 1.2 114.6 0.3 25.4 26.8 47.2 12.4 25.8 30.2 332.9
2 ALFALFA 9.5 29.1 6.9 110.3 2.6 44.2 1.1 12.2 28.9 4.7 3.1 252.6
3 SUGAR BEETS 4.0 15.6 10.3 19.5 0.1 28.7 0.0 12.8 21.2 2.0 2.5 116.7
4 FIELD (1) 18.1 29.7 40.4 162.9 2.7 115.8 0.4 42.6 59.8 15.4 3.8 491.6
5 RICE 4.5 153.8 88.8 11.4 0.0 0.9 0.0 4.5 13.0 165.9 48.6 491.4
6 MISC TRUCK (2) 13.9 26.0 17.1 140.3 0.5 46.0 1.6 17.1 3.4 6.7 0.5 273.1
7 TONATOES 0.2 31.9 34.1 48.2 0.2 42.5 0.0 12.9 45.8 1.6 0.5 217.9
80~CHARD (3) 86.0 43.3 30.6 346.4 4.1 21.3 3.6 46.9 25.1 122.3 10.7 740.3
9 GRAIN (4) 14.0 39.5 47.7 72.8 0.6 97.3 2.6 29.0 64.5 22.3 9.6 399.9

10 VINEYARD (5) 0.4 6.7 0.0 124.4 0.7 5.8 0.4 58.9 0.8 0.1 0.2 198.4
11 COTTON 0.0 0.0 0.0 178.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 178.0
12 CITRUS & OLIVES (6 10.8 1.5 0.0 11.0 0.0 0.0 0.4 0.0 0.0 3.9 0.0 27.6

Ag Land 195.9 391.6 277.1 1339.8 11.8 427.9 36.9 284.1 274.9 370.7 109.7 3720.4
Urban Land (7) 34.1 13.2 5.1 255.2 58.6 67.3 114.4 97.1 61.4 67.9 297.1 1051.4
Total Ag end Urban 230.0 404.8 282.2 1573.0 70.4 495.2 151.3 381.2 336.3 438.6 406.8 4771.8
SaffLower 1.5 3.5 18.1 0.2 0.0 32.1 0.0 0.7 13.7 3.1 1.0 73.9

(1) corn + other field (Stetew|de PLanning Branch), excludes safflower
(2) other truck (State,|de PLanning Branch)
(3) mLmonds/pistschi + deciduos (Statewide PLanning Branch)
(4) grain Less doub|e crop (Statew|de PLanning Stanch), includes safflower
(5) grapes (Statew|de PLanning Stanch)
(6) subtropicaL, includes kiwi & eucalyptus {State,tide PLanning Branch)
(7) DAU 173 removed fro~ DA#59 end added to DA#70 (DepLetion AnaLysis)

Table 10. Crop ~ Urban Acreage By Depletion Area For The 1995 Level (COla end C01b)

Art vatues in 1000 acres
IRRIGATED CROP DA#10 DA#12 DA#15 DA#49 DA#51 DA#55 DA#58 DA#59 DA#65 DA#69 DA#70 TOTAL

1 PASTURE 42.4 15.3 2.0 160.8 0.2 29.2 32.3 46.2 15.0 25.9 31.7 ,401.0
2 ALFALFA 7.2 26.3 9.1 166.8 3.3 56.0 1.1 16.5 27.8 5.2 2.0 321.3
3 SUGAR BEETS 3.1 14.6 12.6 33.8 0.2 32.8 0.0 16.2 19.4 2.3 4.7 139.7
4 FIELD (1) 15.4 25.6 49.4 166.3 2.6 108.3 1.5 47.3 52.1 16.0 5.1 489.6
5 RICE 2.1 140.3 86.1 19.1 0.0 0.9 0.0 5.9 10.0 153.0 48.8 466.2
6 NISC TRUCK (2) 1.2 10.6 9.1 83.8 0.1 37.3 0.4 9.3 3.9 4.9 0.5 161,1
7 TONATOES 0.0 35.2 31.4 42.4 0.1 41.8 0.0 13.9 41.5 1.1 1.4 208,8
8 ORCHARD (3) 70.3 32.2 24.0 332.2 5.6 22.0 3.8 42.7 23.5 121.7 10.9 ~8.9
9 GRAIN (4) 18.7 67.9 60.0 115.3 2.1 120.4 3.3 28.8 106.9 20.6 14.4 558.4

10 VINEYARD (5) 0.2 2.7 0.0 124.2 0.7 4.5 0.2 55.3 0.4 0.0 0.4 188.6
11 COTTON 0.0 0.0 0.0 197.4 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 197,4
12 CITRUS & OLIVES (6 10.3 0.0 0.0 8.5 0.0 0.0 0.9 0.0 0.0 5.1 0.0 24.8

Ag Land 170.9 370.7 283.7 1450.6 14.9 453.2 43.5 282.1 300.5 355.8 119.9 3845.8
Urban Land 24.3 9.3 3.6 119.8 21.4 62.3 &3.4 50.0 38.2 50.5 180.9 (~,3.4
Total Ag and Urban 195.2 380.0 287.3 1570.4 36.3 515.5 106.9 332.1 338.7 406.3 300.8 4469.2
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TabLe 11. Change In Acreage For The 1990 Level (C05a) Competed To The 1995 Level (C01a/COlb)

ALL values in 1000 acres
iRRIGATED CROP DA#10 DA#12 DA#15 DA#/*9 DA#51 DA#55 DA#58 DA#59 DA#65 DA#69 DA#70 . TOTAL

1 PASTURE 3.0 1./* 0.1 8.0 0.3 -2.6 -/,.5 6.7 -1.3 3.0 -0.2 13.9
2 ALFALFA 0.1 1.1 -0.:3 -5.5 0.5 2.6 0.0 0.1 1.1 0.6 1./, 1.7
:3 SUGAR BEETS 1.0 1.8 -0.6 -6.0 -0.1 1.5 0.0 0.2 1.8 -0.:3 -1.1 -1.8
/* FIELD (1) -/,.7 -2.0 -12.8 -1.0 0.1 7.1 -0.9 -2./* 9.0 -1.8 0.2 -9.2
5 RiCE 1.0 13.8 5.5 -2.8 0.0 0.0 0.0 -0.1 7.0 19.9 8.6 52.9
6 NISC TRUCK (2) /,.0 5.3 6.2 9.9 0.2 -8.0 0.5 1./, 0.1 1.7 0.1 21./*
7 TONATOES 0.0 -12.3 -0.1 6./* 0.1 0.1 0.0 -1.0 /*.3 0.3 0.0 -2.2
8 CRCi~ARD (3) 0.7 0.1 0.3 -/*.1 -1.7 -1.1 -0.2 1.6 1.9 0./* -0.2 -2.3
9 GRAIN (/*) -0.1 -12.5 -2./* -/.1./* -1.5 -15.8 -0.7 3.5 -37.6 5.2 1.5 -101.8

10 VINEYARD (5) 0.0 1.0 0.0 -1.1 0.0 1.2 0.1 1.5 0./* 0.0 -0.2 2.9
11 COTTON 0.0 0.0 0.0 -19.2 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 -19.2
12 CITRUS & OLIVES (6 -0.2 1./* 0.0 0./* 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.1 0.0 1.7

Ag Lend /,.8 -0.9 -/,.1 -56./* -2.1 -15.0 -5.7 11.5 -13.3 29.1 10.1 -42.0
Urt~n Land (7) -3.8 -1.8 -0.3 1.5 2.3 -2:3.0 -1.5 -0.6 -/*.6 -6.1 -1/*.5 -52.6
Total Ag and Urban 1.0 -2.7 -6./* -5/,.9 0.2 -38.0 -7.2 10.9 -17.9 2~.0 -/*./* -94.5

(1) corn + other f|eLd (Statew|cle PLanning Stanch), excludes safflower
(2) other truck (Stetew|de PLanning Branch)
(3) eLmonds/pistachi + dec|duos (Statew|de PLanning Stanch)
(4) grain Less double crop (Statewide PLanning Branch), includes safflower
(5) grapes (Statewide PLanning Branch)
(6) subtropical, includes kiwi & eucalyptus (Statewide PLanning Branch)
(7) DAU 173 removed frown 0A~59 and ~ to DA#70 (DepLet|on ArmLys|s)

Table 12. Change in Acreage For The 1995 Level (C06a) Co~)ared To The 1995 Level (C01a/COlb)

Art values tn 1000 acres
IRRIGATED CROP DA#10 DA#12 DA#15 DA#~9 DA#51 DA#55 DA#58 DA~9 DA#~S5 DA#69 DA#70 TOTAL

1 PASTURE 0.5 0.8 -0.1 -1.1 0.:5 -2.8 -/,.5 5.5 -1.5 2.6 -0./* -0.8
2 ALFALFA 0.7 1.5 -0.7 -1/*.5 0.:3 0.:3 0.0 -0.6 1.1 0./* 1.:3 -10.2
:3 SUGAR BEETS 1.2 1.8 -0.8 -7.6 -0.1 0.6 0.0 0.2 1.8 -0.:3 -1.:3 -/*.6
6 FIELD (1) -2.9 -0.7 -12.:3 0.5 0.1 7.2 -1.0 -3.5 8.7 -1./* -0.0 -5.:3
5 RICE 1.:3 1:3.7 5.2 -:3.8 0.0 0.0 0.0 -0.4 :3.0 18.8 7.8 45.5
6 NISC TRUCK (2) 6.0 7.0 6.6 17.7 0.2 -5.1 0.7 2.5 0.0 1.8 0.1 37.4
7 TONATOES 0.1 -11,2 0.:3 6.1 0.1 0.2 0,0 -1.0 5.:3 0,4 -0.1 0.2
8 ORCHARD (:3) /*.0 2.0 1.7 -0.4 -1.7 -1.0 -0.1 2.1 1.9 0.4 -0.2 8.5
9 GRAXN (/*) -0.8 -15.9 -6.5 -/*:3.5 -1.5 -18.0 -0.7 2.:3 -38.9 /*.0 1.0 -118.:3

10 V]NEYARD (5) 0.1 1.6 0.0 -1.0 , 0.0 1.2 0.2 1.9
11 COTTON 0.0 0.0 0.0 -19.3 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 -19.:3
12 CITRUS & OLIVES (6 -0.1 1./, 0.0 0.9 0.0 0.0 -0.1 0.0 0.0 -0.1 0.0 2.0

Ag Land 10.1 1.9 -6.6 -66.0 -2.:3 -17.5 -5.6 9.0 -18.2 26.4 8.0 -60.7
Urban Land (7) -1./* -0.8 0.1 19.1 9.2 -16.0 9.1 6.8 1.6 -1.2 10.7 :37.2
Total Ag end Urban 8.6 1.1 -6.5 -/.6.9 6.9 -33./* 3.5 15.7 -16.6 25.3 18.7 -23.6

(1) corn + other fietd (Statewide Ptanning Branch), exctudes safftowe~
(2) other truck (Statewide PLanning Branch)
(:3) atmonds/pistachi + deciduos (Statewide PLanning Branch)
(/*) grain Less double crop (Statewide PLanning Branch), inctudes safftower
(5) grapes ($tatewide PLanning Branch)
(6) subtropica[, incLudes kiwi & eucalyptus (Statewide PLanning Branch)
(7) DAU 173 removed fr=, DA#59 and added to DA#70 (Deptetio~ Anatysis)

I
Page 16

I

D--00251 5
D-002515



TabLe 13. Change in Acreage For The 2000 Level (COTe) £o~pered To The 1995 Lave| (C01a/COlb)

ALL values |n 1000 acres
|RRIGATED CROP DA#10 DA#12 0A#15 DAft9 DA#51 DA#55 DA#58 I)A#59 DA#~5 DA#69 DA#70 TOTAL

I PASTURE -2.0 0.2 -0.:3 -10.2 0.2 "3.0 -4.6 4.4 -1.7 2.1 "0.6 -15.5
2 ALFALFA 1.3 1.9 -1.1 -23.5 0.1 -2.1 0.1 -1.4 1.1 0.2 1.3 -22.1
3 SUGAR BEETS 1.3 1.8 -1.1 -9.3 -0.1 -0.3 0.0 0.1 1.8 -0.3 -1.4 -7.5
4 FIELD (1) -1.0 0.6 -11.8 2.0 0.1 7.3 -1.0 -4.6 8.4 -1.0 -0.3 -1.3
5 RICE 1.5 13.5 4.9 -4.7 0.0 0.0 0.0 -0.6 3.0 17.6 6.9 42.1
6 NLSC TRUCK (2) 8.0 8.7 7.0 25.5 0.3 -2.3 0.8 3.6 -0.1 1.8 0.1 53.4
7 TOI~TOES 0.2 -10.0 0.7 5.8 0.1 0.3 0.0 -1.0 4.3 0.5 -0.3 0.6
8 ORCHARD (3) 7.2 3.9 3.1 3.2 -1.7 -0.9 -0.1 2.6 -8.2 0.4 -0.2 9.3
9 GRAIN (4) -1.5 -19.2 -10.5 -45.5 -1.5 -20.1 -0.7 1.2 -40.2 2.9 0.5 -1~.6

10 VINEYARD (5) 0.1 2.1 0.0 -0.8 0.0 1.2 0.2 2.2 0.4 0.0 -0.2 5.2
11 COTTON 0.0 0.0 0.0 -19.4 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 -19.4
12 CITRUS & OLIVES (6 0.1 1.3 0.0 1.5 0.0 0.0 -0.2 0.0 0.0 -0.4 0.0 2.3

Ag Land 15.2 4.8 -9.1 -75.4 -2.5 -19.9 -5.5 6.5 -31.2 23.8 5.8 -87.6
Urban Land (7) 0.9 0.2 0.5 36.7 16.1 -9.0 19.7 14.1 8.1 3.8 36.0 126.9
Total Ag and Urban 16.1 5.0 -8.5 -38.7 13.5 -28.9 14.2 20.6 -23.1 27.5 41.8 39.4

(1) corn + other f|eLd (Steteu|de Planning Drench), excludes aaffLouer
(2) other truck (Statewtde PLanning Branch)
(3) mLmo~ds/pistach| + deciduos (Stateuide PLanning Branch)
(4) grain Less double crop (Storewide PLanning Branch), includes safflower
(5) grapes (Statew|de PLanning Stanch)
(6) subtropicaL, inc|udes kiwi & euca|yptus (Statewide PLanning Branch)
(7) BAU 173 removed fro~ BA#59 and added to BA#70 (Deptetio~ AnaLysis)

TabLe 14. Change In Acreage For The 2010 Level (C08a) Compared To The 1~5 Level (C01a/C01b)

Art values in 1000 acres
IRRIGATED CROP DA#IO 0A#12 DA#15 DA#~9 0A#51 DA#55 0A#58 DA#59 OA#6S DA#69 DA#70 TOTAL

1 PASTURE -5.2 -0.3 -0.6 -27.2 0.1 -3.5 -5.1 2.5 -2.2 1.0 -1.1 -41.6
2 ALFALFA 2.0 2.5 -1.9 -40.5 -0.3 -7.0 0.1 -3.0 1.1 -0.2 1.2 -~6.0
3 SUGAR BEETS 1.1 1.7 -1.6 -12.3 -0.1 -2.3 0.0 -2.0 1.8 -0.3 -1.9 -15.9
4 FIELD (1) 1.5 2.6 -10..5 -1.4 0.1 7.2 -1.1 -4.7 7.9 -0.8 -0.8 0.0
5 RICE 1.9 13.5 3.6 -6.7 0.0 0.0 0.0 -1.0 3.0 15.3 3.5 ~.1
6 NISC TRUCK (2) 11.1 12.2 7.5 41.5 0.3 3.1 1.1 5.9 -0.4 1.8 0.1 8~.2
7 TOI~TOES 0.2 -6.8 1.7 5.8 0.1 0.6 0.0 -1.0 4.3 0.5 -0.6 4.8
8 ORCHARD (3) 12.9 7.6 5.1 8.2 -1.5 -0.9 -0.2 3.5 1.7 0.4 -0.2 36.6
9 GRAIN (4) -2.7 -23.3 -11.5 -41.5 -1.5 -22.1 -0.7 0.5 -37.2 2.3 -0.5 -138.2

10 VINEYARD (5) 0.1 3.3 0.0 -0.8 0.0 1.3 0.2 3.0 0.4 0.1 -0.2 7.4
11 COTTON 0.0 0.0 0.0 -19.4 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 -19.4
12 CITRUS & OLIVES (6 0.3 1.4 0.0 1.5 0.0 0.0 -0.4 0.0 0.0 -0.9 0.0 1.9

Ag Land 23.2 14.4 -8.2 -92.8 -2.8 -23.6 -6.1 3.7 -19.6 19.2 -0.5 -93.1
Urban Land (7) 5.3 1.8 1.1 76.1 26.8 -0.3 35.1 26.5 21.4 12.3 76.2 282.1
Total Ag and Urban 28.5 16.2 -7.1 -16.8 24.0 -23.9 29.0 30.2 1.8 31.4 75.6 189.0

(1) corn + other field (Statewide PLanning Branch), excludes safflower
(2) other truck (Statewide PLanning Branch)
(3) aLmonds/pistachi + deciduos (Statewide PLanning Branch)
(4) grain Less double crop (Statevide PLanning Branch), includes saff[ower
(5) gnapes (Statewide PLanning Branch)
(6) subtropica(, includes kiwi & eucalyptus (Statewide PLanning Branch)
(7) DAU 173 removed from DA#59 and added to DA#70 (DepLetio~ AnaLysis)
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TabLe 15. Change In Acreage For The 2020 Level (C09a) Compared To The 1995 Level (C01a/COlb)                              i
ALL vatues in 1000 acres

IRRIGATED CROP DA#IO DA#12 DA#15 DA#~9 DA#51 DA#55 DA#SB DA#59 DA#65 DA#69 DA~70 . TOTAL
1 PASTURE -7.9 -0.8 -0.8 -~6.2 0.1 -3.8 -5.5 1.0 -2.6 -0.1 -1.5 -68.1
2 ALFALFA 2.3 2.8 "2.2 "56.5 -0.7 "11.8 0.0 "4.3 1.1 "0.5 1.1 "68.7
3 SUGAR BEETS 0.9 1.0 "2.3 -14.:3 "0.1 "4.1 0.0 ":3.4 1.8 "0.:3 "2.2 "23.0
4 FIELD (1) 2.7 4.1 -9.0 -3.4 0.1 7.5 -1.1 -4.7 7.7 -0.6 -1.:3 2.0
5 RICE 2.4 1:3.5 2.7 "7.7 0.0 0.0 0.0 -1.4 :3.0 12.9 -0.2 25.2
6 HISC TRUCK (2) 12.7 15.4 8.0 56.5 0.4 8.7 1.2 7.8 "0.5 1.8 0.0 112.0 ¯
7 TO~TORS 0.2 "3.3 2.7 5.8 0.1 0.7 0.0 "1.0 4.3 0.5 "0.9 9.1
8 ORCHARD (3) 15.7 11.1 6.6 14.2 -1.5 -0.7 -0.2 4.2 1.6 0.6 -0.2 51.4
9 GRAIN (4) -4.7 -28.4 "12.3 -42.5 -1.5 -23.1 -0.7 0.2 -42.4 1.7 -4.8 -158.5

10 V|NEYARD (5) 0.2 4.0 0.0 0.2 0.0 1.:3 0.2 :3.6 0.4 0.1 -0.2 9.8
11 COTTO~ 0.0 0.0 0.0 -19.4 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 -19.4
12 CITRUS & OLIVES (6 0.5 1.5 0.0 2.5 0.0 0.0 -0.5 0.0 0.0 -1.2 0.0 2.8

Ag Lind 25.0 20.9 -6.6 -110.8 -3.1 -25.3 -6.6 2.0 -25.6 16.9 -10.2 -125,4
Urban Land (7) 9.8 3.9 1.6 115.5 37.3 5.0 51.0 47.1 23.3 17.5 116.3 428.1 ¯
Total Ag ~nd Urban ~.8 24.8 -5.0 4.7 :34.2 -20.3 ~.4 49.1 -2.4 32.4 106.1 302.7

(1) corn + other f|etd (Stateu|de Ptann|ng Branch), excludes aafftouer
(2) other truck (Stateu|de Ptann|ng Branch) Ell
(3) atmonds/p|stach| + dec|duos (Stateu|de PLann|ng Branch) |(4) gra|n tess doubte crop (Statew|de Ptarw|ng Branch), |nctudes saffto~er
(5) grapes (State~|de PLann|ng Branch)
(6) subtrop|caL, inc|udes k|t~| & eucalyptus (Statew|de PLann|ng Branch)
(7) DAU 173 removed from 0A#59 and added to 0A#70 (Deptetion Anatysis) ¯

I
Tabte 16. Change In Acreage For The 1995 Lever (C06a) Compared To The 1990 Lever (C05a) --

Art vatues in 1000 acres
]RRIGATED CROP DA#IO DA#12 DA#15 DA#/,9 DA#51 DA#55 DA#58 DA#59 DA#65 DA#69 DA#70 TOTAL

1 PASTURE -2.5 -0.6 -0.2 -9.1 -0.0 -0.2 -0.1 -1.1 -0.2 -0.4 -0.2 -14.7 iN
2 ALFALFA 0.6 0.4 -0.4 -9.0 -0.2 -2.4 0.0 -0.8 0.0 -0.2 -0.1 -11.9
:3 SUGAR BEETS 0.1 0.0 -0.:3 -1.7 0.0 -0.9 0.0 -0.1 0.0 0.0 -0.1 -2.9
4 FIELD (1) 1.9 1.:3 0.5 1.5 0.0 0.1 -0.0 -1.1 -0.:3 0.4 -0.:3 :3.9¯
5 RICE 0.3 -0.2 -0.3 -0.9 0.0 0.0 0.0 -0.:3 -4.0 -1.2 -0.9 -7.4
6 NlSC TRUCK (2) 2.0 1.7 0.4 7.8 0.0 2.8 0.2 1.1 -0.1 0.1 0.0 16.0
7 T(~Oz, TOES 0.1 1.1 0.4 -0.3 O.O 0.1 0.0 0.0 1.0 0.1 -0.1 2.4
8 ORCHARD (3) 3.3 1.9 1.4 3.6 0.0 0.1 0.1 0.5 0.0 0.0 0.0 10.8
9 GRAIN (4) -0.7 -3.4 -4.1 -2.1 0.0 -2.2 0.0 -1.1 -1.3 -1.2 -0.5 -16.5

10 VINEYARD (53 0.1 0.5 0.0 0.2 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.4 0.0 0.0 0.0 1.2
11 COTTO~ 0.0 0.0 0.0 -0.1 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0,0 -0.1
12 CITRUS & OLIVES (6 0.2 -0.0 0.0 0.5 0.0 0.0 -0.1 0.0 0.0 -0.:3 0.0 0.3

Ag Land 5.3 2.8 -2.5 -9.5 -0.2 -2.4 0.1 -2.5 -4.9 -2.6 -2.2 -18.7
Urban Land (7) 2.4 1.0 0.4 17.6 6.9 7.0 10.6 7.4 6.3 4.9 25.:3 89.7
Totat Ag and Urban 7.6 3.8 -2.1 8.0 6.7 4.6 10.7 4.9 1.4 2.3 23.1 71.0

(1) corn + other f|etd (Statewfde Ptann|ng Branch), exctudes safflower
(2) other truck (Statewide PLanning Branch)
(:3) atmonds/p|stachi + dec|duos (Statewide PLanning Branch)
(4) gra|n tess doubte crop (Stateuide Ptann|ng Branch), inctudes safflower
(5) grapes (Statewide PLann|ng Branch)
(6) subtrop|caL, includes kfw| & eucatyptus (Statewfde Ptann|ng Branch)
(7) DAU 173 removed from DA#59 and added to DA#70 (DepLet|o~ Anatysis)
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TabLe 17. CharKle In Acreage For The 2000 Level (COTe) Co~pared To The 1990 Level (C05a)

ALl values |n 1000 acres
IRRIGATED CROP DA#10 DA#12 DA#15 DA#49 DA#51 DA#55 DA#58 DA#59 DA#65 DA#69 DA#70 TOTAL

1 PASTURE -5.0 -1.2 -0.4 -18.2 -0.1 -0.4 -0.1 -2.3 -0.4 -0.9 -0.4 -29.4
2 ALFALFA 1.2 0.8 -0.8 -18.0 -0.4 -4.7 0.1 -1.5 0.0 -0.4 -0.1 -23.8
3 SUGAR BEETS 0.3 0.0 -0.5 -3.3 0.0 -1.8 0.0 -0.1 0.0 0.0 -0.3 -5.7
4 FIELD (1) 3.7 2.6 1.0 3.0 0.0 0.2 -0.1 -2.2 -0.6 0.8 -0.5 7.9
5 RICE 0.5 -0.3 -0.6 -1.9 0.0 0.0 0.0 -0.5 -4.0 -2.3 -1.7 -10.8
6 NISC TRUCK (2) 4.0 3.4 0.8 15.6 0.1 5.7 0.3 2.2 -0.2 0.1 0.0 32.0
7 TONATOES 0.2 2.3 0.8 -0.6 0.0 0.2 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.2 -0.3 2.8
8 ORCHARD (3) 6.5 3.8 2.8 7.3 0.0 0.2 0.1 1.0 -10.1 0.0 0.0 11.6
9 GP~IN (4) -1.4 -6.7 -8.1 -4.1 0.0 -4.3 0.0 -2.3 -2.6 -2.3 -1.0 -32.8

10 VINEYARD (5) 0.1 1.1 0.0 0.3 0.0 0.0 0.1 0.7 0.0 0.0 0.0 2.3
11 COTTON 0.0 0.0 0.0 -0.2 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 -0.2
12 CITRUS & OLIVES (6 0.3 -0.1 0.0 1.1 0.0 0.0 -0.2 0.0 0.0 -0.5 0.0 0.6

~g Land 10.4 5.7 -5.0 -19.0 -0.4 -4.9 0.2 -5.0 -17.9 -5.3 -4.3 -45.6
Urban Lend (7) 4.7 2.0 0.9 35.2 13.8 14.0 21.2 14.7 12.7 9.8 50.5 179.5
Total ~g and Urban 15.1 7.7 -4.1 16.2 13.4 9.1 21.4 9.7 -5.2 4.5 ~6.2 133.9

(1) corn + other f|etd (Stetew|de PLanning Branch), excludes saffLouer
(2) other truck (Stetewide PLanning Branch)
(3) a|monds/pistachi + deciduos (Statewide PLanning Branch)
(4) grain tess double crop (Ststeu|de Ptann|ng Branch), includes safflower
(5) grapes (Statewide PLanning Branch)
(6) subtropicaL, includes kiwi & eucalyptus (Statewide PLanning Branch)
(7) I)AU 173 re~ved from 0A#59 end added to 0A#70 (DepLetion Ana|¥sis)

Table 18. Change In Acreage For The 2010 Level (C08a) Compared To The 1990 Level (C05a)

Art vetues in 1000 acres
IRR%GATED CROP DA#10 DA#12 DA#15 DA#49 DA#51 DA#55 DA#58 DA#59 DA#65 DA#69 DA#70 TOTAL

1 PASTURE -8.2 -1.7 -0.7 -35.2 -0.2 -0.9 -0.6 -4.2 -0.9 -2.0 -0.9 -55.5
2 ALFALFA 1.9 1.4 -1.6 -35.0 -0.8 -9.6 0.1 -3.1 0.0 -0.8 -0.2 -47.7
3 SUGAR BEETS 0.1 -0.1 -1.0 -6.3 0.0 -3.8 0.0 -2.2 0.0 0.0 -0.8 -14.1
4 FIELD (1) 6.2 4.6 2.3 -0.4 0.0 0.1 -0.2 -2.3 -1.1 1.0 -1.0 9.2
5 RICE 0.9 -0.3 -1.9 -3.9 0.0 0.0 0.0 -0.9 -4.0 -4.6 -5.1 -19.8
6 NISC TRUCK (2) 7.1 6.9 1.3 31.6 0.1 11.1 0.6 4.5 -0.5 0.1 0.0 62.8
? T~MATOES 0.2 5.5 1.8 -0.6 0.0 0.5 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.2 -0.6 7.0
8 ORCHARD (3) 12.2 7.5 4.8 12.3 0.2 0.2 0.0 1.9 -0.2 0.0 0.0 38.9
9 GRAIN (4) -2.6 -10.8 -9.1 -0.1 0.0

10 VINEYARD (5) 0.1 2.3 0.0 0.3 0.0 0.1 0.1 1.5 0.0 0.1 0.0 4.5
11 COTTON 0.0 0.0 0.0 -0.2 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 -0.2
12 CITRUS & OLIVES (6 0.5 0.0 0.0 1.1 0.0 0.0 -0.4 0.0 0.0 -1.0 0.0 0.2

Ag Land 18.4 15.3 -4.1 -36.4 -0.7 -8.6 -0.4 -7.8 -6.3 -9.9 -10.6 -51.1
Urban Land (7) 9.1 3.6 1.4 74.6 24.5 22.7 36.6 27.1 26.0 18.3 90.7 336.6
Total Ag and Urban 27.5 18.9 -2.7 38.2 23.8 14.1 36.2 19.3 19.7 8.4 80.1 28~.5

(1) corn + other fie|d (Statewide PLanning Branch), excludes safftouer
(2) other truck (State,wide PLanning Branch)
(3) etmonds/pistachi + deciduos (Storewide PLanning Branch)
(4) grain tess double crop (Ststewide PLanning Branch), includes saffLouer
(5) grapes (Statewide Planning Branch)
(6) subtropical, includes kiwi & eucalyptus (Stateside Planning Branch)
(7) DAU 173 re~oved from DA#59 and added to DA#70 (Depletion AnaLysis)
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TabLe 19. Change In Acreage For The 2020 Level (C09e) Compared To The 1~)0 Level

ALL values |n 1000 acres
IRRIGATED CROP DA#10 DA#12 DMH5 DA#~9 DA#51 DA#55 DA#58 DA#59 DA#65 DA#69 Dk~rrO TOTAL

1 PASTURE -10.9 -2.2 -0.9 -54.2 -0.2 -1.2 -1.0 -5.7 -1.3 -3.1 -1.3 -82.0
2 ALFALFA 2.2 1.7 -1.9 -51.0 -1.2 -14.4 0.0 -4.4 0.0 -1.1 -0.3 -70.4
3 SUGAR BEETS -0.1 -0.8 -1.7 -8.3 0.0 -5.6 0.0 -3.6 0.0 0.0 -1.1 -21.2
4 FIELD (1) 7.4 6.t 3.8 -2.4 0.0 0.4 -0.2 -2.3 -1.3 1.2 -1.5 11.2
5 RICE 1.4 -0.3 -2.8 -4.9 0.0 0.0 0.0 -1.3 -4.0 -7.0 -8.8 -27.7
6 NISC TRUCK (2) 8.7 10.1 1.8 ~.6 0.2 16.7 0.7 6.4 -0.6 0.1 -0.1 ~0.6
7 TOK~TOES 0.2 9.0 2.8 -0.6 0.0 0.6 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.2 -0.9 11.3
80RCI~RD (3) 15.0 11.0 6.3 18.3 0.2 0.4 0.0 2.6 -0.3 0.2 0.0 53.7
9 GRA;N (4) -4.6 -15.9 -9.9 -1.1 0.0 -7.3 0.0 -3.3 -4.8 -3.5 -6.3 -56.7

10 VINEYARD (5) 0.2 3.0 0.0 1.3 0.0 0.1 0.1 2.1 0.0 0.1 0.0 6.9
11 COTTO~ 0.0 0.0 0.0 -0.2 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 -0.2
12 CITRUS & OLIVES (6 0.7 0.1 0.0 2.1 0.0 0.0 -0.5 0.0 0.0 -1.3 0.0 1.1

¯ g Land 20.2 21.B -2.5 -5~.4 -1.0 -10.3 -0.9 -9.5 -12.3 -14.2 -20.3 -85.4
UPban Land (7) 13.6 5.7 1.9 114.0 35.0 28.0 52.5 47.7 27.9 23.5 130.8 ~80.6
To[at ~g and Urban 33.8 27.5 -0.6 59.6 3~.0 17.7 51.6 38.2 15.6 9.3 110.5 397.2

(1) corn + other f|e[d (Stateu|de PI.ann|ng Branch), excludes aaffLouer
(2) other truck (State,|de P|enning Branch)
(3) eLmonds/pistacht + dec|duos (StateM|de PLanning Branch)
(4) gra|n Less double crop (Stateuide PLanning Branch), includes safflower
(5) grapes (Statew|de PLanning Branch)
(6) subtropicaL, |ncLudes kiwi & eucalyptus (State~l|de PLanning Branch)
(7) DAU 173 re~ved fro~ DA#~9 and added to DA#70 (Depket|o~ Anakys|s)

Tabke 20. Feather River Service Area Normal 14onth[y Demands

ALL values in 1000 acre-feet
(a)             Beneficial Additional Carriage ....... TOTAL FRSA YD67 .......

AgricuLture N & I 14 & I 14 & I N & ! Use Orought Water (b)
1995 2000 2010 2020. YD42 1995 2000 2010 2020

Oct. 20 .2 .3 2.2 2.2 0 0 0 20.2 20.3 22.2 22.2
Nov. 0 .2 .3 2.2 2.2 17 0 0 17.2 17.3 19.2 19.2
Dec. 0 .2 .3 2.2 2.2 8 0 0 8.2 8.3 10.2 10.2

Jan. 0 .2 .3 2.2 2.2 2 0 0 2.2 2.3 4.2 4.2
Feb. 0 .2 .3 2.2 2.2 0 0 0 .2 .3 2.2 2.2
14ar. 4 .1 .2 1.1 1.1 0 0 0 4.1 4.2 5.1 5.1

Apr. 134 .2 .3 2.2 2.2 0 0 0 134.2 134.3 136.2 136.2
May 174 .3 .4 2.6 2.6 0 0 0 174.3 174.4 176.6 176.6
June 207 .6 .8 5.6 5.6 0 0 1 208.6 208.8 213.6 213.6

JuLy 205 .7 .9 6.8 6.8 0 0 1 206.7 206.9 212.8 212.8
Aug. 159 6 .8 5.6 5.6 0 0 1 160.6 160.8 165.6 165.6
Sep. ~3 .3 .3 2.2 2.2 0 0 1 (~.3 (~.3 (~.2 (>~.2

To[at 9(~ 4.1 5.2 37.1 37.1 27 0 5 1000.8 1002.2 1014.1 10~,.1

(a) 14&! by Jan Rogers old urban Pattern.
(b) Y067 includes everything. For DA69 project uater, exclude Beneficial Use.

TabLe 21. October Through January Tota|s for ReLeas|ng Duck Water In The FRSA

ALL va[ues in 1000 acre-feet
~utte Creek F|ot~s puck t~ater ReLeases

Less than 30 40
30 to 130 26
greater than 130 16

I
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TabLe 22. Feather River Service Area Deficiencies By Mater Agency

ANNUAL DEFICIENC;ES (gN TAF/YR)
AGENCY               NORNAL

AgricuLturaL
Joint Board (after 1980)* 550 1:38 193 220 2~8

(after 1980) 5 0 0 0 0      0I (Sutter) 50 13 18 20 23     25
* IncLudes RichvaLe~ est as 90 22

Western CanaL (Natural Rts) 150 38 53 60 68
(Stored Rts) 145 0 0 0 0 0

Garden (no.-riparian) 13 3 5 5 6 7
(riparian) 5 0 0 0 0 0

PaLermo CanaL (riparian) 17.6 0 0 0 0 0

PLums (no.-riparian) 8 2 3 3 ~
(ri~rian) 6 0 0 0 0 0

The~tito ID (r~rian) 8 0 0 0 0 0

T~r (~-r~rian) 5 1 2 2 2 3

AGRI~LTURE TOTAL 9~ 196 2~ 311 352 391

~I Deficie~y~en Ag exce~s 100% in 7 years
~0~

Butte C~ty 1~5 Lever 1.2 .~ .~ .5 .5
2000 Lever 1.2 .~ .~ .5 .5
2010 Lever 27.5 8.3 9.6 11.0 12.~
2020 Lever 27.5 8.~ 9.6 11.0

(*)
Y~ C~ty 1~5 Lever 2.9 .9 1.0 1.2 1.]

2000 Lever ~.0 1.2 1.~ 1.6 1.8
2010 Lever 9.6 2.9 3.~ 3.8 ~.~
2020 Level 9.6 2.9 3.~ ~.8 6.5

N & ~ TOTAL 1~5 Leve~ ~.1 1.3 1.~ 1.7 1.8
2000 Lever 5.2 1.6 1.8 2.1 2.~
2010 Lever 37.1 11.2 13.0 1~.8 16.7
2020 Lever 37.1 11.2 13.0 1~.8 16.7

(*) Fr~ D~R Bu[. 132-91, Tab(e B-SB, ’A~L Q~ntit~es De(iver~ to each C~tractor’.

Other Dm~Deficf~fes (’-’ ~a~ f~reas~ over
25X    35~ ~OX    ~SX 50X

S~f~c~L Use ~O~k CL~ 27 -10 -21 -32 -~3 -53

A~iti~{ Dr~ght A([~a~e 0 -35 -35 -35 -35 -35

Carriage Uater 5 0 0 0 0 0

TOTAL FRSA 1011 ..........................................

DEFiCiENCY SCHEDULE 192~ 1929 1931 1935 193~ 1939 1976 19~ 1~1 1~2

AgricuLturaL ~ 25 25 25 25 50 25 25 50 50 50
N&; X 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
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i
T~bte 23. CVPDemandsBy OepLetfonArea

SACRNqENTO RIVER DEMAND PROSIM < ........... B160-93 ...........>
(IB TAF) 8/31/92 1~0 2000 2010 2020

DA58 Project CLear Ck CSO ............. 15.3 10 10 12 15
(YD74) Project KesM|ck CSO .............. 0.5 0 1 1 1

Project Shasta Lake Area ......... 1.0 1 1 1 1
Project Shasta PUt) ............... 2.8 3 3 3 3
Project Shasta Co ................ 5.0 1 I 3 5

0 1 1 1

~
roject Hountain Gate ............. --

roject City of Redding (M&Z) .... 3.2 0 0 0 0 im
ase City of Redding (14&I) ....... 17.8 13 15 15 15 |roject Redding/Suckeye .......... 6.1 1 2 3 3

ase BeLLs Vista (Co~ Creek) ...... 0.0 0 0 0 0
roject Bettm Vista .............. 24.0 20 2O 20 2O ¯
roject Anderaon Cotto~ood ...... 10.0 0 0 0 0
abe Anderson CottoMood ......... 165.0 143 143 143 143 bz
ase Sac. Mater Users ............ 1.1 1 1 1 1
roject Sac. Mater Users ......... 1.7 2 2 2 2 is

Subtotal ... 253.5      195    200    205    210
78 (Less 175)

Coming Losses ............ -- 6 6 6 6 ¯
(YD13) Project Stony Creek .............. 0.0 ........

Base Stony Creek ................~ 0.0 ........
~o~A~-Td~~‘- ~Project Tehama-Cotusa Canal ~.~.~ 2.5 3 3 3 3 bz

Base Sac Mater Users ..~.~.~.... 6.1’ 6 6 6 6 bz
Project Sac. Mater Users ~.~. 1.0 1 1 1 1 bz

Subtotal ... 53.4 55 55 55 55

DA15 Project Feather MD .... "~(’~’~’:z" 20.0 17 17 17 17 use 20 bz
(YD32) Base Sac. Mater Users .~.,~=-~.=. 600.7 600 000 600 600 bz

Project Sac. Mater Users .1"-~P..~ 196.6 197 197 197 197 bz

Subtotal ... 817.3 814 814 814 814

DA12 OAIOGCIO Ba~e ...................720.0 720 720 720 720 bz
(YD79) DAIO GC~D Project ................~ 105 105 105 105 bz .

~ DAIO Tehama-CoLusa Project ....... 211 218 225 231 bz IDAIO Tehama-Co|usa Losses ........ 10 10 10 10 bz
,~ DA15 Pray|dent Base .............. 49.7 40 40 40 40 bz

¯
~, ~ DA15 Provident Project ........... 5.0 0 0 0 0 bz

-~ DA15 Princ-C-G Base .............. 52.8 53 53 53 53 bz .
, ~~    ~ DA15 Princ-C-G Project ........... 15.0 3 3 3 3 bz
,~ DA15 MaxweLL Base ............... 12.0 12 12 12 12 bz

.~ DA15 Nax~etL Project ............ 6.0 6 6 6 6 bz

Subtotal ...1249.2 1160 1100 11(>0 1160

DATO Base Sac Mater Users ............. 130.0 130 130 130 130 bz
(YD44) Project Sac. Mater Users ......... 28.6 29 29 29 29 bz

~J~,~O~" City of Sac. from Sac. River ..... 48 54 62 64 bz ¯
Subtotal 158.6 207 213 221 223

~J-~0 ~A65 Base City of Mast Sac ............ 13.9 5 5 5 5 bz _.
(YD&4) Project City of Mast Sac ......... 9.7 0 0 0 0 bz IBase Sac. Mater Users ............ 62.9 63 63 63 63 bz

Project Sac. Mater Users ......... 3.1 3 3 3 3 bz
Subtotal ... 89.6 , 71 71 71 71

SUBTOTAL SACRAHENTO RIVER BASE + PROJECT 2621.6 2502 2513 2526 2533
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I Tab|eZ3 (co~ttr~Jed). CVPDema~ds ByDepLetiofl Area

Not Used in Deptetto~ AnaLysis
Butter N~R, Node 7 ................

I Gray Lodge la4A, Bode 7 ............ 13.4       13     13     13     13
Butter Butte NMC, Bode7 .......... 18.5 18 18 18 18
Butte Stough NO, Node 7 ...........
CoLusa Drain INC, Node 9 .......... 57.5 58 58 58 58

i Sacramento N~, Node 9 ............
Detevan N~R, Node 9 ............... 21.0 24 30 30 30
Cotuae NWR, Node 9 ................ 25.0 18 25 25 25
Htsc. Refuges ?? .................. -- 59 59 59 59

I SUBTOTAL SACRANENTO R[VER REFUGES 209.5 246 2~0 280 280

Fish Fact|it|es (T-C ?) ........... -- 15 15 15 15 bz

TOTAL $ACRAHENTO RIVER DENANDS ...........2831.1 2666 2808 2821 2828

I ANER]CAN RIVER DENANDS PROSIN < ........... B160-93 ...........>
([N TAF) 8/31/92 1990 2000 2010 2020

I Fo|som lnf|ox
EL Doredo (SOFAR) ................ 0.0 0 O O O

PLacer Co. Water Agency (Wt/Rts).. 10.0 11 12 12 15 bz
PLacer Co. Water Agency (Project). 0.0 ........

SUBTOTAL FOLSON INFLC~ 10.0 11 12 12 15

Fotsom Lake

I EL Dorado ........................ 7.6 2 3 4 5
RoseviLLe ........................25.0 15 16 16 17 bz
San Juan Suburban Project ......... 11.2 18 19 19 21 bz
North Fork Ditch (San Juan) .......
City of FoLsomW/R ...............22.0 8 8 9 10 bz

I City of FoLsom Project ........... -- 0 0 0 0
FoLsomPriao~ .....................
Northridge ....................... o- 10 10 10 10 city of
Additional North Area ............ o- 0 10 70 90 FoLsom)

I SUBTOTAL FOLSON LAKE 102.8 90 103 165 190

FotsomSouth Canal
Other DAU 180 ..................... -- 14 14 14 14 DAU180

I Southern CA Wtr Co ................10.0 10 10 10 10 bz
SHUD (Water Rights) .............. 15.0 15 15 15 15 DAU180 use 20 bz
S/4UD Project ..................... 5.0 2 24 24 24 DAU180
EBHUD ............................0.0 0 0 0 0 bz
Losses ........................... 5.0 5 5 5 5 bz

SUBTOTAL FOL$OH SOUTH CANAL 35.0 46 68 68 68

Lo~erAmerican River

I City of Sacramento Amertcan River 85.0 48 54 62 64 bz

(*) City of Sacramento (Water Rts) ...140.0
City of Sacramento (Project) ..... 90.0
Total City of Sacramento ..........230.0I (Combined demand on both American & Sacramento Rivers

Assume 1/2American R., 112 Sacramento R.

Carmichae~ ID .................... 15.0 15 15 15 15 bz

SUBTOTAL LO~ER ANERICAN RIVER 100.0

TOTAL AHERICAN RIVER DENANDS 247.8 210 252 322 352
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I
;abLe 23 (co~t|nued). CVP Demands By DepLetion Ares

STANISLAUS RIVER DENANDS PROSIM < ........... B160-93 ...........> i
(IN TAF) 8/31/92 1990 2000 2010 2020

Stsn|sLeus R|ver CVP Project Water
HeLo~es Direct Lake 6 6 6 6 6 I
Stockton East .................... -- 0 75 75 75 DAU182 ICentral San Joaqu|n ~ ........... -- 0 80 80 80 DAU182

~UBTOTAL ......................... 6 6 161 161 161

DELTA EXPORTS           PROSIH < ........... B160-93 ........... >
(IN TAF)             8/31192     1990 2000 2010 2020

DELTA NENDOTA CANAL
Node 45 (DHC above O’ne|LL) ..... 272.9 |Node 47 (DNC beto~ O’neiLL) ..... 161.2
Node 48 Patterson M) ............ 6.0

~JBTOTAL DNC PROJECT ............./~0.1 492 492 492 492 ¯
O’NeiLL Foreba¥ .................. -- 28 28 28 28
Less Refuges ....................... -- -45 -45 -45 -45

DNC PROJECT ........................-- 475 475 475 475

Node ~8 Exchange Contractors .... 624.0
Node 53 CCID Exchange ........... 216.0

SUBTOTAL DHC EXCHANGE ............8~0.0 .........
SUBTOTAL SJR & HENDOTA POOL ...... --- 804 804 80~ 80~ iLess refuges -125 -125 -125 -125

SJR & HENDOTA POOL .............. -- 679 679 679 679

SCHEDULE II ...................... 37.0 0 0 0 0
CVP REFUGE WATER .................161.1 170 170 170 170

Node 54 Nendota Pool Users
WestLands ..................... 50.0 |Fresno SLough ................. 4.0
James ID ...................... 35.3
Traction Ranch (Casper) ....... 5.2
Tranquitity ................... 13.8 ¯
DudLey (~8A) ................ -- ¯Nisc ........................... 3

NENDOTA POOL AGR. + H&l ........ 108.6 130 130 130 130
¯

Node 52 (Upper DHC Losses) ...... 18.5
Node 55 (Lower DHC Losses) ...... 101.4
SUBTOTAL DHC LOSSES .............. 119.9 42 42 42 42 bz

TOTAL DELTA MENDOTA CANAL 1706.7 1496 1496 1496 1496

SAN LUIS CANAL
San Luis ~D (AG) DA49 ........... 60.0
Panache (AG) DA49 ............... 67.0 IPacheco (AG) DA49 ............... 10.8
Grasslends DA49 ................. 3.5 ........
State Mendota M~/R DA49 .......... 2.2 ........

SAN JOAQU[N BASIN SUBTOTAL ........ 143.5 130 130 130 130
I

Misc. DA60 ...................... 0.3
Tutare Basin (M&[) DA60 ......... 16.5
West|ands ~O DA60 .............. 1100.0 ¯

Losses ........... 59.0

TULARE BASIN SUBTOTAL ............. 1175.8 1317 1317 1317 1317

TOTAL SAN LUIS CANAL 1319.3 1447 1447 1447 1447
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T~bte =x (co~t|nued). CVP Demar~is By Deptetio~ Area

S~ B~to Co. ~ (~I) ......... 8.2
San B~to Co. ~ (AG) .......... 35.6

Pajnro VaLtey (AG) .............. 19.9
L~ses ..........

~S VALLEY ~AL
Cr~ Va[[W Ca~L (AG) ......... ]28.0

TOTAL ~S VALLEY ~NAL 139.2 ~ ~ ~     ~ bz

:OT,L T~CV ~.~ ................ SSe~.~ S~ S~0~

C~tra Costa ~ ................. 1~0.0 1~0 ~5    ~56    162 DAU
C~tra Costa ~ ................. -- ~
C~tra Costa ~ ................. -- 17      17      17 17 OAU 192

LOSSES .......... "

TOTAL ~T~ ~STA ~NAL 1~0.0 151

TOTAL DELTA EXP~T uith tosses ......3521.~ 3220 32~    32~
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TabLe 23 (continued). CVP Demands By Depletion Area

8160-g3 REFUGE I/ATER:
1990 2000-2020

Normalized
San Joaqu|n & Mendota Pool:
OrassLa~dsl~ &0.6 Same for ILL LeveLs
Other Oresstm FIG 27.9
Hendota HWR 16.6
Sam Luis M~ 20.9
Kestereon HWR 6.6
Los 8ano$ M~R 7.1
Hendote ~ 0
Other 5.3

Subtotal ..................125

DeLts-Herdots Canal
Grasslands M) 14.4
Kesterson N~R 6.8
VoLtekqR 12.4
Other 11.0

Subtotal ................. ~.6

Total Refuges .............. 170

1995 HISTORIC DELIVERIES TO REFUGES (USBR Rept of Oper)
PROSIN 198~ 1985    1986    1987 1988 1989 1990

DMC snd Hendots Pool Refuges (in TAF/¥r) NO~HALIZED

GrassLands ................... 4T.8 14,3 24.1 41.3 4T.3 ~.4 39.8
North Grasslands ............. 8.5 .... 15.5 6.2 9.0 8.8 9
State of CaL|f (Hendota blMR). 18.5 16.9 18.0 15.5 13.7 19.0 20.7 20
Volts ........................ 16.0 ........ 3.4 22.5 22
Los 8enos .................... 12.7 0 ’ 0 5.6 4.1 7.4 4.2
Kesterson NWR ................ 10.0 0 1.6 4.6 4.4 3.8 4.7 5
Kesterson Hit|garish ......... 12.0
San Luis NWR ................. 19.0 0 0 11.1 13.0 15.1 16.9 16
San Luis Expansio~ ........... 16.6

Total DMC Refuges 161.1 31.2 43.7 93.6 88.7 87.0 117.6 116

US FISH & ~XLDLXFE Led. 198~) PROSIH 8/31/92 DATA
Dependable Valet Su~Ly Needs by Levels Grasslands ................... 47.8

North Grasslands ............. 8.5
Level 1 = Existing Ffrm Su~Ly State of CaLif (Mendota bff4R). 18.5
Level 2 = Current average arvluaL ~ater deliveries Volts ........................ 16.0
Level 3 = Full use of existfng development Los Sanos .................... 12.7
Level 4 _ Optimum management Kesterson N~ ................ 10.0

Kesterson Hit{garish ......... 12.0
LEVEL:     1 2 3 4 San Luis NWR ................. 19.0

............................................ San Lugs Expansion ........... 16.6
Grasslands RCD 50 125 180 180 .....
Hendots IJHA 18 18 24 30 PROS]H TOTAL 161.1
VoLts~ 10 10 13 16
Los Banost~HA 6 17 22 25
Kesterson NWR 4 4 10 10
San Luis N~t 0 13 19 19

88 187 268 280
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TOTAL ~                PR~IM < ........... BI~-~ ........... >
(IN TAF)                8~1/92     1~ 2000 2010 2020

~NT~L VALLEY ~RY

Sacr~to R~ver lrr~gatt~ Dettveri~ 2~22 2~ 2~7 2510    2517
" " Losses ............... - - 16 16 16
" " Ref~es .............. 210 2~ 2~ 2~

~C~NTO RI~R TOTAL ................2~1 27~ 2~3 ~    ~13

~rfc~ River Dm~s                 2�3 205 2~7 317

~RI~ RI~R TOTAL ................. 2~ 210 252 322     352

~ J~IN RI~R ~SIN
DeLta M~ta C8~L ~0 ~ ~ &~
DMC O’Nefl[ Fo~y -- 28 28 28     28
~ tdt ~ fe Ref~es -- &5 &5 &5
DHC L~ses 120 42 42 42

M~ra C~L 4~ 330 330 330 330
H~ra L~ses -- 1 1 1 1
San Lugs Ca~ 1~ 130 130 130 130
SJR Exchange~ N~ota P~t ~0 6~ 6~ 6~ 6~
~i[d[~fe Refuges -- 125 125 125 125
SJR & N~ota P~[ Losses -- 20 20 20 20
Stanis[aus 6 6 161 161 161

~8TOTAL 2218 I~I 20~ 20~ 20~

DNC Scheme ~I 37 ........

TULARE BASIN
Cross Vat [ey Ca~t I~9 ~ ~ ~
Fr~ ant-Kern 1696 1142 1142 1162    1162
Frtant-Kern Losses -- 7 7 7
San Lugs Ca~L 117~ 1258 1258 125~    125~
San Luis Ca~L Losses -- 59 59 59
SJR Me~ota Poo~ 10~ 130 130 130     130

~BTOTAL 3118 2~ 2~ 2~

C~tPa Costs Ca~[ D~ 1~0 1~9 1~ 1~ 181
C~tra Costa Losses -- 2 2 2 2
San FeL~ D~ 21~ 125 135 150 153

..................................................................................

TOTAL CVP DE~NDS 8787 ~ 8050 8159 ~05

I
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T~:)~e ~. &ve~ge ~nf~o~To Th~ De~t~ For Th~ Per|od1922-92 By Coml~:X~nt
A~! wLues in 1000

1995 1~ 1~ ~00 Z010     ZOZO
DA COlA COSB ~ CO~ C~

~ 1N3 261 ~1 261 261 261
IN6 5507 5507 5507 5507 5507 5507

~ 57~ 57~ 57~ 57~ 57~ 57~

58 IN~ 568 550 550 550 550 550
[NTk 1556 1551 1559 15~ 1580 1592

-YD76 -2~ -203 -215 -228 -2~ -260
RF58 58 53 56 59 ~ 67

NET CH. 1~9 1951 1950 1969 19~9 19~9
~ 58 ~07 ~19 ~18 ~17 ~17 ~17

10 ]N~ 202 202 202 202 202 202
lN76 ~ ~ ~ ~ 3~
]N~ 1~ 1~ 1~2 1~2 1~5 1~7

-YD76 -12 -3 -3 -3 -3
-YD~ -1~76 -15~8 -15~ -1580 -1619 -1~2
RFIO 125 128 131 135 1~1

NET CH. 655 ~ 6~ 5~ 558 539
~ 10 ~62 ~�3 ~22 ~05 ~ 8256

15 IN30 576 556 557 558 558 559
-YD30 -1043 -1058 -1060 -10~3 -10~5 -1070

RF15 17~ 174 176 17~ 1~ 178
-YD~ -98 -97 -96 -96 -96

NET CH -391 -A25 -4~ -~25 -~26            -~29
PQ 15 ~71 ~18 ~ ~0 ~9 ~7

69 IN06 ~50 ~5 ~5 ~5 ~5
IN07 125 125 125 125 125 125
IN37 2870 2~3 2~ 2~1 2~ 2~6
YD31 1~ 1~2 1~2 1~2 162 1~2

-YD37 -1353 -1~57 -1~55 -1~55 -1~50 -1~0
-YDA2 -~3 -~2 -~2 -~3 -~2 -~2
RF~ 330 3~8 3~8 3~ 3~

PQ ~9 5935 5~ 5~8 582~ 5~3 5~

70 IN17 1380 1580 1380 1380 1380 1380
IN08 1301 1301 1501 1301 1301 1301
IN09 8 8 8 8 8 8
1N¢~ 1010 1018 I018 1015 I09] I0~

-YD~5 -I~97 -I~9 "I~ "I~2 "I~ -16~9
-YD~ -717 -~5 -7~ -812 -~5 -876

RF70 209 217 225 ~2 2~2 251

NET CH I~9� I�80 I~81 I~82 I~95 1508
.........................................................................

SAC R. INFL~ 15198 152~2 15228 151~ 151~ 151~

YOLO 1NFL~ 20~ 2051 2050 2058 2058 2058

EASTSIDE STR 828 821 823 ~ 870 8~
(~N98)

INtO I0~8 I0~8 I0~8 I0~8 1~8 I~8
~N51 35 35 35 35 35 35
]NSO 1~8 1~8 1~8 1~ 1~8

-YD51 -57~ -5~ -5~ -5~ -5~

-YD85 0 0 0 -~3 -~3
-YDSO -50 -50 -50 -50 -50 -50

RFSO 8 8 8 8 8 8
1N82 1~ 1~20 1518 15~5 1~]2 1~58
]NS~ 112 ~8 ~8 ~8 ~8

SA. JOAQUZN Z4~O 2403 Z421 2334 Z371    2398
DELTA IHFL~ 20~ 20528 20533 20~6 20~79 20508
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labte25. Average Infto~ To The Dettl For the Per|od 1928-3A By
At[ vatue$ in 1000 acre-feet

1995 1990 1995 2000 2010 2020
DA COlA C05B CO~B C07B C088 CO~B

~ 3717 3717 3717 3717 3717 3717

58 IN~ 221 221 221 221 221 221

-~7& -~2 -2~ -216 -~2 -2~9 -~7
RF58 ~ 58 58 ~ ~

NET CH. 1~ 1105 10~ 1~7 l~& 1092
~ 58 &811 ~2 ~16 ~1~ ~11 ~09

10 XX~ 110 110 110 110 110 110
I~76 160 160 160 1~ 1~
IN~ ~6 769 ~8 ~7 7~              761

-YD76 0 0 0 0 0 0

RFIO 135 139 139 145 152

NET CH. -256 -3~ -317 -~5 -~
~ 10 4555 4516 ~ ~ ~45

15     IN30 280 2~ 280 281 281 281
-YD~O -935 -9~1 -932 -933 -933

RF15 1~ 1~ 1~ 1~ 1~

P~ 15 4065 ~020 ~013 39~ 3959 3938

69 IN06 2427 2427 2427 2427 2427 2427
IN07 103 103 103 103 103 103
IN37 15~ 1567 1570 15~8 15~5 15~
YD51 117 117 117 117 117 117

-YD57 -1389 -1~ -1~ -1~ -1~67 -1~58

RF69 365 383 3~ 385 3~ 365

PQ ~ 30~1 2~ 2~ 2~53 2956 29~

IN06 ~2 ~2 ~2 ~2 ~2
IN09 3 3 3 3 3      3
IN~3 9~6 921 9~0 934 ~5 1001

RF70 220 228 237 244 255

NET CH 1~ 1~19 1916 1914 1~23 1933

YOLO ~NFL~ 251 2~3 245 249 252 255
([N55)

EASTSIDE STR 355 361 365 3~ 3~ 389

INIO ~2 682 ~2 ~2 ~2 ~2

1NSO 12� 12� 12~ 12� 12� 12�

RFSO 8 8 8 8 8 8
IN82 878 879 ~1 ~5 ~ 874
IgS9 19 19 19 19 19 19

SAN J~OUZN 11~ 1180 1182 1126 1130 1135
DELTA INFL~ 10~2 10692 10683 10598 10603 10622
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I
T~ble 26. Average Annual Projected D|vers|on Requiremont For The Per|ed 1922-92 ¯

ALL values tn 1000 Acre-feet
~o 199S ci IWOCSA IW~U~ 2000C7A 2010=~A ~OZO~A I

DA 58 215 2~ ~0 ~ 2~9 265
DA 10 S~ 558 S~ S~ 611 ~
OA 15 ~ 81S 816 818 ~0 ~ m

NCP 15~ 1581 1~ 1~8 1~0 1711 ~
DA 12 1271 1258 12~ 1291 1328 13~
DA 69 1391 1493 1~92 1~91 1~85 1~76
DA ~ ~9 760 ~ 817 850 ~1 m

sac. R. 4~ 5092 51~ 5~7 5~3 5428
9A 65 5~ 576 581 5~ 592 597
DA 59 ~5 ~6 ~8 760 761 ~
DA ~9 3~ ~1 ~02~ 39~ 391~ ~9                                                   ~
DA 51 ~ 67 7~ ~ ~ 1~

a~ve Delta 1039~ 10552 1~0 1~53 10~ 10~5
DELTA (1) 1~ 1703 1~0 1~7 16~ 1693
TOTAL 120~ 12255 1~00 1~60 12~03 12~ ~

(1) Delta ~ Tota~ ~ater R~ir~t, t~s ~ of ~ip.

Table 27. Projected lrr|gatedAndUrban Land Use For Bulletin 160-93 g

Art values in 1000 acres
OLD 1995 Cl 1990C5A 1995C6A 2000C7A 2010C8A 2020C9A

DA 58 107 100 110 121 136 151 ¯
DA 10 195 196 204 211 224 230
DA 15 287 283 281 279 280 282

NCP 589 579 595 611 6~0 663
DA 12 380 377 381 385 396 405
DA 69 406 429 432 434 438 438
DA 70 301 296 319 342 376 407

Sac. R. 1676 1681 1727 1772 1850 1913 I
IDA 65 339 317 326 330 336 321

DA 59 332 343 348 353 362 381
DA 49 1570 1516 1524 1532 1554 1575                                               I
DA 51 36 36 43 50 60 70

above DeLta 3953 3893 3968 4037 4162 4260
DELTA(l)    516 478 482 487 492 495
TOTAL 4469 4371 4450 4524 4654 47~5 I

(1) Delta - Total Mater Requirement - Precipitation

Table 28. Average An~uat Projected Rate Of Diversion For The Period 1922-92                                        m
ALL values in feet IOLD 1995 C1 1990C5A 1995COA 2000C7A 2010C8A 2020C9A

DA 58 2.01 2.08 2.00 1.93 1.83 1.75
DA 10 2.93 2.85 2.80 2.78 2.73 2.70 I
DA 15 2.75 2.88 2.90’ 2.93 2.93 2.92

HCP 2.67 2.73 2.70 2.68 2.63 2.58
DA 12 3.34 3.34 3.35 3.35 3.35 3.36
DA 69 3.43 3.48 3.45 3.44 3.39 3.37 ¯
DA 70 2.52 2.57 2.47 2.39 2.26 2.16

Sac. R. 2.98 3.03 2.99 2.96 2.89 2.8~
DA 65 1.73 1.82 1.78 1.78 1.76 1.86 ¯
DA 59 2.21 2.20 2.18 2.15 2.10 2.03
DA 49 2.55 2.68 2.64 2.60 2.52 2.~
DA 51 2.17 1.86 1.72 1.64 1.57 1.51

above Delta 2.63 2.71 2.67 2.64 2.57 2.52 I
DELTA 3.26 3.56 3.53 3.51 3.45 3.42
TOTAL 2.70 2.80 2.76 2.73 2.67 2.62
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I              Table 29. Average Annua~ Projected Return FLou For The Period 1922-92

AL~ values |n 1000 acre-feet

i CXJ) 1995 C1 1990C5A 1995C6A 2000C7A 2010C8A 2020C9A

DA 58 54 53 56 59 63 67
DA 10 132 128 131 135 141 143
DA 15 170 174 176 176 177 178

NCP 356 355 363 370 381 388
DA 12 275 273 278 282 293 302
DA 69 330 348 348 349 349 348
DA 70 216 217 225 232 2/.2 251

I Sac. R. 1177 1193 121/* 1233 1265 1289
DA 65 2/, 23 23 24 24 2/*
DA 59 87 90 90 90 90 92

I DA /.9 449 459 /.53 447 /.36 /.28
DA 51 9 7 8 9 10 11

above DeLta 17~6 17T2 1788 1803 1825 18~
DELTA (1) 808 808 808 808 808 808I TOTAL 255/* 2580 2596 2611 2633 2652

(1) DeLta ¯ Total Bas|n Prec|pitet|on

TabLe 30. Average AnuuaL Projected DepLetion For The Period 1922-92

I ALL values |n1000 acre-feet
OLD 1995 C1 1990C5A 1995C6A 2000C7A 2010C8A 2020C9A

DA 58 160 155 164 175 18& 199

I DA 10 441 430 441 451 470 4?9
DA 15 618 640 641 642 644 646

NCP 1219 1225 1246 1268 1300 1324
DA 12 996 985 997 1008 1035 1058I DA 69 1060 1145 1144 1142 1136 1127
DA 70 543 543 563 585 607 630

Sac. R. 3818 3898 3950 4003 4078 4139

I DA 65 562 553 558 563 568 573
DA 59 647 667 668 670 671 682
DA 49 3550 3602 3571 3541 3477 3422
DA 51 69 60 66 73 8~ 95

I ebove DeLta 8~6 8780 8813 8850 8~78 8911
DELTA       876 895 892 899 891 885
TOTAL 9522 9675 9705 9749 9769 9796

I TabLe 31. Average Annual Rate of DepLetion For The Period 1922-92

ALL values in Feet
OLD 1995 C1 1990C5A 1995C6A 2000C7A 2010C8A 2020C9A

DA 58 1.50 1.55 1.49 1.45 1.37 1.32
DA 10 2.26 2.19 2.16 2.14 1.10 2.08
DA 15 2.15 2.26 2.28 2.30 2.30 2.29

NCP 2.07 2.12 2.09 2.08 2.03 2.00
DA 12 2.62 2.61 2.62 2.62 2.61 2.61
DA 69 2.61 2.67 2.65 2.63 2.59 2.57
DA 70 1.80 1.83 1.76 1.71 1.61 1.55

Sac. R. 2.28 2.32 2.29 2.26 2.20 2.16
DA 65 1.66 1.74 1.71 1.71 1.69 1.79
DA 59 1.95 1.94 1.92 1.90 1.85 1.79

I DA /.9 2.26 2.38 2.3/* 2.31 2.2/* 2.17
DA 51 1.92 1.67 1.53 1.46 1.40 1.36

above DeLta 2.19 2.26 2.22 2.19 2.13 2.09
DELTA 1.70 1.87 1.85 1.85 1.81 1.79

I TOTAL 2.13 2.21 2.18 2.15 2.10 2.06

I
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Consumptive Use & Depletion Analysis Flowchart

efficlencies

Hl~torl~ .rid projected adlu~tment= to hl~torl~
crop acreege Infix’, to projected le’*el . J

Historic Imports    --
E. v.a, ptra_ns.. !�-(~~;~: and exports ~-- IDepleti°n Analysi~

m°~l~h lYhrc ro~lte~ f°r ,,
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PRINTING
DWR REPROGRAPHICS
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